do most of the other groups, and moreover they have frequently suffered in the past from very inadequate descriptions and figures.
STRATIGRAPHY
John M. Muir (1936) has recently published an excellent account of the stratigraphy of the area in which the present collections were made, and he clearly differentiates the various horizons. I havQ been accustomed, in common with many workers in Mexico, to a slightly different nomenclature, such as Alazan in place of Huasteca formation, Cole's Guayabal in place of ver Wiebe's Tempoal, and Velasco rather than Tamesi. Though there is little doubt as to the soundness of Muir's reasons for changing the nomenclature, both systems are given in the present account since the ages of the beds containing the species described were determined by means of the smaller Foraminifera as described by Nuttall (1932) (1927, 1928) in his papers on the Chapapote and Guayabal. As there is some doubt as to the exact equivalence of the Huasteca to the Alazan as understood by Nuttall and also a possibility that the Guayabal of Cole represents a higher horizon than ver Wiebe's Tempoal (as exposed at the type localities of these formations), it has been thought better to give the older nomenclature and, in parentheses, what is considered to be the equivalent horizon of Muir.
The nomenclature alternative to that of Muir may be found in a recent publication of the writer (Barker, 1936 (Hanzawa, 1935. pp. 16-19) The classification of Hanzawa has been adopted by Vaughan and Cole (1936) (1935) rightly abandoned Hofker's theory that all the genera are synonymous with Camerina^and until more work has been done on the evolution and phylogeny of the group it seems preferable to adhere to the accepted classification as modified by Hanzawa. In addition to the genera mentioned above we have two new genera recently erected by Hanzawa (1937) The double nature of the walls, which is well exemplified by PelJatispirella matleyi (Vaughan) and most species of Pellatispira^is much less marked in PeUatispirella antillea Hanzawa and appears to be a variable character. The principal difference between the canal system in the Camerinidae and the Pellatispiridae appears to be the presence of "vertical canals" in the latter. Thus Hanzawa (1937, p. Hanzawa, 1935 OPERCULINOIDES WILLCOXII (Heilprin) OPERCULINOIDES TUXPANENSIS (Thalmann) Plate 16, Figure 2 (1937, pp. 116-117 OPERCULINOIDES OCALANUS (Cushman) Plate 12, Figure 5 ; Plate 15, Figure 5 1921. Operculina ocalana Cushman, U. S. Geol Note.-There is clearly an error in the footnote given by Thiadena (1937, p. fig. 4) . OPERCULINOIDES OLIVERI (Cushman) Plate 11, Figure 1 ; Pl.slte 1.5 As this species has been well described recently by Gravell and Hanna, and specimens so identified in the Mexican material are rare, it is not considered necessary to give here a detailed description.
The species differs from O. oliveri (Cushman) This species was long considered to be a variety of 0. mariannensis Vaughan (1928) Figure 3 ; Plate 20, Figure 7 ; Plate 21, Figure 5 Test Genus CAMERINA Bruguiere, 1792 CAMERINA VANDERSTOKI (Rutten and Vermunt) Plate 13, Figure 7 ; Pl.\te 18, Figure 3 (Vaughan) and Actinosiphon semmesi Vaughan, I found several specimens of a small globose camerinid. On sectioning, the species vol.86 was seen to differ very considerably from any other Mexican form examined, being similar in some respects to Camerina icadiai (L. M. Davies, 1927, p. 273, pi. 21, figs. 17, 18; pi. 22, figs. 7-9) , from the Eocene of India. With the recent appearance of Hanzawa's (1937) paper on PeUatispireUa it was seen to show close affinities with that genus, and for a time was thought to be allied to P. antiUea Hanzawa. Detailed 
